Throughout its history the U.S. DOE and its predecessor agencies have been concerned about the effects of exposure to toxic agents at low levels. This concern is addressed by several U.S. DOE offices and activities and is reflected in the U.S. DOE's health and environmental research programs.
Since its beginning the U.S. DOE has maintained long-standing research programs to understand and better protect the health and safety of its workers. In the early years the health programs included conducting basic research to understand the health and ecological hazards of radiation and monitoring workers and others who through occupational work or military operations were exposed to it. Subsequently, the program expanded to include all of the common elements of occupational safety and health, costly and ineffective" (4) . Congress also directed the U.S. DOE to spend $50 million of its FY 1996 funds for these activities. The mandate included a requirement to conduct basic research to better characterize the health consequences of exposure to chemicals and radiation (4) .
To develop this basic research program, the U.S. DOE issued a request for grant applications (RFA 96-10) (5) . In response to the request, investigators submitted 2250 preliminary applications. U.S. DOE scientists reviewed these preliminary applications to determine whether they met the following criteria: a) the proposed research was basic in nature and b) the research addressed an area of programmatic interest to EM.
The U.S. DOE then requested formal grant applications from the authors of preliminary applications that met both criteria. A total of 810 such requests resulted in 610 formal grant applications.
The 610 formal applications were segregated into eight primary and six secondary scientific areas involving reviewers assembled into 14 panels (Table 1 ). The peer review process involved over 100 scientists from academia, industry, and government.
After segregation of the applications, scientists gathered to review them. All scientists reviewing a given area were provided with copies of all proposals in that area. A primary reviewer and two secondary reviewers were selected for each proposal. After an opportunity for individual reviews, the scientists assembled to discuss each of the applications in their panel.
Each scientist then rated each proposal and rendered his or her best opinion independently of the opinions of the other reviewers. No attempt was made to obtain a consensus opinion or develop a panel recommendation: Each reviewer's opinions and comments were taken under advisement.
This process identified 188 meritorious applications that each panel member in the scientific panel rated as a project that the U.S. DOE either must or should fund (Table 1) . These applications represented 118 universities and 70 national institutions or laboratories.
All scientifically meritorious applications were reviewed one last time because insufficient funds prevented the U.S. DOE from supporting all such applications. For this final review the applications were separated into 10 areas of high programmatic importance, rather than by scientific discipline ( Table 2) .
This review involved 57 experts drawn only from program offices within the U.S. DOE. Their task was to review all meritorious applications and identify those with the greatest programmatic relevance to U.S. DOE hazardous waste remediation efforts. The available funds were then used to support 139 of the top 188 applications based on scientific merit and programmatic relevance ( Table 2) . Of the 139 funded grants 79 were awarded to universities, 55 to national laboratories, 2 to private nonprofit organizations, 2 to other government agencies, and 1 to a corporation.
Nine of the applications were in the health and risk assessment area. These applications were funded at the level of $8.4 million. All nine were directed toward understanding low-level effects following exposure to energy-related agents.
RFA 96-10 identified three major areas of health research needs, all of which involve better understanding of the consequences of low-level exposures (5). These areas are: biomarkers and sensors of exposure to contaminated media, multisite epidemiological studies, and relationship between exposures and health impacts.
The final health effects and risk assessment projects address these general goals: * Develop antibodies to help monitor exposure to polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons. * Compare the bioavailability of elemental waste-laden soils using in vivo and 
